SCHOOLS’ FUNDING FORUM

21 January 2011 at Oakwood House, Maidstone
MINUTES

Present: Roland Gooding (Chairperson), Phil Sayer (Vice Chairperson), Alasdair Paterson, Barbara Letchford, Richard Hitchin, Chris Atkin, Jane Partridge, Ian Hobson, Alan Barham, Rosemary Joyce, Jane Robinson, Jonathan Dunn, Alison Coppitters, Ben Cooper, Lynda Downes, John Bird, Sue Glanville, Nigel Genders, Peter Dalton, Neil Willis, Paul Carter (Leader of the Council- Item 4 only), Sarah Hohler (Cabinet Member), Gary Cooke (Deputy Cabinet Member), Malcolm Newsam, Keith Abbott, Bob Smith, Simon Pleace, Ian Hamilton (Clerk to the Forum), Colin Feltham (Observer), Teresa Davies (Observer), Carol Rough (Observer), Heather Cook (Observer), John Harrison (Observer), Alan Day (Item 7 only), Sarah Bowman (Item 7 only), Peter Banbury (Item 8 only)

Apologies: John Dennis, Sarah Leigh, Christine Fordham, Reverend Simon Foulkes
	1.
	Minutes of the Schools’ Funding Forum (SFF) held on the 26 November 2010 and Minutes of the SFF executive meeting held on the 6 January 2011 and matters arising
Matters arising
There have been three changes to the membership of SFF since its last meeting on the 26 November.

Standing Down 

Diocese representative – Nigel Genders (Canterbury Diocese)

14-19 representative – Stephen Grix (Principal Mid Kent College)

Private, Voluntary and Independent (PVI) representative – Bernadette Gibbs (Bubbles Nursery)

New Members

Diocese representative – Reverend Simon Foulkes (Assistant Director of Education- Canterbury Diocese)

14-19 representative – Peter Dalton (Headteacher Hextable Secondary School)

PVI- Christine Fordham (Quinton Nursery)
The Chairperson welcomed the new members and thanked their predecessor for their contributions whilst serving on the SFF.

The members of Delegated Formula Funding Group (DFFG) attended the meeting as observers; also John Harrison (HT Tunbridge Wells Grammar School for Boys) attended the meeting as an observer until 10:45.  It is at the discretion of the chairperson as to whether observers are silent observers or can participate in discussions. Observers were invited by the chairperson to participate in the discussions during the meeting.

Item 2c from the SFF minutes dated the 26 November listed a number of proposals in respect of the split of school capital maintenance responsibilities and the SFF agreed the recommended proposals. Phil Sayer advised the group that due to the 80% reduction in schools devolved capital funding allocations in 2011-12, this proposal was now unworkable. The SFF agreed to retract the recommendation laid out in item 2c to the maintenance responsibilities and revert back the current arrangements. The Schools Capital Group will submit another proposal sometime in the future when they know the outcome of the Governments “James” review on capital funding.

The SFF ratified the minutes of the meetings held on the 26 November and 6 January as true and accurate records. 

	

	2.

	Overview of 2011-12 funding settlement
Keith Abbott gave a presentation to the SFF. The information provided an overview of the funding settlement for the County Council and Schools for 2011-12.

To view the contents of this presentation click on the following link.  Overview of 2011-12 funding settlement presentation  
The Forum agreed that the LA could centrally retain £10.8m from the £124m mainstreamed specific grants.


	

	3.

	Formula Review Consultation
Bob Smith supported by Simon Pleace fed back to the SFF the responses from the consultation.  A summary of the consultation responses along with the comments made by individual schools were circulated prior to the meeting.  The SFF consider each proposal individually and made its formal recommendation to Members.

To view the contents of the presentation used at the meeting and a summary of school response, click on the following link. Formula Review Consultation Presentation
Simplification of the Formula
Q4a. Primary phase only - Do you agree with the proposal to allocate Special Education Needs (SEN), Additional Education Needs (AEN) and personalisation prior attainment funding using Mosaic.

Yes = 39%, No = 56% , Don’t know = 5%

Comments

The majority of school responses (56%) did not agree with the proposal to cease using key stage 1 prior attainment (PA) in the formula as an indicator to distribute SEN/AEN funding.   Schools responses expressed concern that the proposal to distribute this funding entirely on Mosaic would not recognise some elements of special needs, and this appeared to disadvantage small schools in particular. 
The SFF voted unanimously in favour of retaining key stage 1 prior attainment in the formula, but to remove the 15:5:1 weightings and instead distribute on a flat rate for all pupils achieving level 2c and below.

Q4b. Do you agree with the proposal to allocate SEN, AEN and KS2 personalisation Prior Attainment funding across all primary age year groups R to 6?

Yes = 77%, No = 20%, Don’t know = 3%

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to fund across all year groups and voted unanimously in favour of this proposal. For the purpose of clarification this funding will be distributed using key stage 1 prior attainment as the indicator and not Mosaic as proposed in the consultation

Q4c Do you agree with the proposal to allocate KS2 personalisation Mosaic funding across all primary age year groups R to 6?
Yes = 58%, No = 36%, Don’t know = 6%

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to fund across all year groups and voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.

Q4d. Do you agree with the proposal to allocate SEN, AEN and personalisation funding across all secondary age year groups 7-11?
Yes = 76%, No = 15%, Don’t know = 9%

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to fund across all year groups and voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.

Q4e Do you agree with the proposal to base low prior attainment on only level 2 and below KS2 scores?

Yes = 50%, No = 38%, Don’t know = 12%

Comments 

The majority of schools supported this proposal. The Forum also supported this proposal however were split down the middle as to whether the average rate should be applied to level 2 and below or level 3 or below. The group requested some further modelling before making a recommendation. It was agreed that this information would be circulated to members of SFF and a vote would be held via email.
Further modelling to be undertaken by the LA and then be shared with SFF members via email during early February.

Q5. Do you agree with the proposed reallocation of key stage 2 and 3 personalisation AEN indicator pots across all pupils?
Yes = 64%, No = 21%, Don’t know = 16%

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to fund across all year groups and voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.

Q6 Remove the 6th form non AWPU deduction factor and at the same time remove the funding of 6th form pupils from the following sections/factors: AWPU, Mosaic, AEN indicators and grounds?

Yes = 59%, No = 21%, Don’t know = 21%

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to fund across all year groups and voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.

Q7 Do you agree with the proposed new challenging circumstances formula?

Yes = 47%, No = 34%, Don’t know = 19%

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to measure the total additional SEN/AEN deprivation funding and rank schools accordingly. Challenging circumstances funding will then be allocated pro-rata, based on the rankings of the top 10% of schools. The SFF voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.
Q8 Do you agree that the “Workforce reform – junior aged pupils with no AEN funding” should be shared across all primary schools/pupils?

Yes = 76%, No = 17%, Don’t know = 7%

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to fund across all year groups and voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.

Q9 Do you agree with the proposed changes to insurance?

Yes = 65%, No = 13%, Don’t know = 22%

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to fund across all year groups and voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.

Q10 Do you agree with the proposal to delete the temporary floor area factor?

Yes = 58%, No = 24%, Don’t know = 18%

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to remove this factor from the formula and voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.

Q16 Do you agree with the proposal for a one-year new English as an Additional Language arrival budget supplement?

Yes = 76%, No = 10%, Don’t know = 13%

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to add an additional factor to the formula that recognised new arrivals in schools that spoke English as an additional language formula and voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.

Mainstreaming of Specific Grants 

Q 11 Do you agree with the proposal to allocate by AWPU and lump sum?
Yes = 76%, No = 38%, Don’t know = 6%.

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to distribute Schools Standard Grant (SSG) by a flat rate per pupil and a lump sum and voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.

Q12 Do you agree with the proposal to add Schools Standards Grant Personalisation (SSGP) funding to AWPU and Mosaic (and Prior Attainment in Secondary schools) factors?

Yes = 49%, No = 21%, Don’t know = 30%.

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to distribute SSGP as proposed in the consultation with the exception of Mosaic in the Primary phase. As the SFF had agreed to retain key stage 1 prior attainment (see question 4a above) as an indicator in the primary phase it was now felt appropriate to recognise it in the future distribution SSGP. The SFF proposed and voted unanimously in favour to distribute the funding across year groups R to 11, using pupil numbers, Mosaic and Prior Attainment. 

Q13 Do you agree that School Development Grant (SDG) should be allocated broadly in line with the current distribution -67% AWPU and 33% Mosaic?

Yes = 61%, No = 28%, Don’t know = 11%.

Comments

The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to distribute SDG as proposed in the consultation with the exception of Mosaic in the Primary phase.  As the SFF had agreed to retain key stage 1 prior attainment (see question 4a above) as an indicator in the primary phase it was now felt appropriate to recognise it in the future distribution of SDG. The SFF proposed and voted unanimously in favour to distribute the funding across year groups R to 11, using pupil numbers (2/3 of overall pot), Mosaic (1/6 of overall pot) and PA (1/6 of overall pot). 

Q13a/b Should the proposed reallocation of SDG (Q13 above) be at the same rates per pupil for all phases?
Yes = 66%, No = 23%, Don’t know = 11%.

Comments

The responses from schools supported the reallocation of SDG that would overall benefit the Primary phase. Primary schools had responded 71% in favour and 16% against and Secondary schools had responded 45% in favour and 48% against. Members of SFF put forward strong arguments for retaining the same level of funding in the different phases and also the re-distribution of funding from Secondary to Primary. This was reflected in the voting by the SFF and resulted in an even split in numbers for and against the proposal. 

Q14a Do you agree with the proposal to pay schools a standards contribution when their Advanced Skills Teacher’s (AST’s) are commission for LA work?

Yes = 71%, No = 15%, Don’t know = 14%.

Comments
The SFF supported the majority of responses from schools to retain and distribute AST funding to schools during the year on a fixed flat rate per fte according to the extent to which they are employed by the LA outside of their own school, as per the consultation proposal. The SFF voted unanimously in favour of this proposal. .
Q15 Special Schools - Do you agree with the proposal to allocate the former specific grants via an increased lump sum and increased allocation per pupil?
Yes = 25%, No = 75%, Don’t know = 0%.
Comments

The majority of Special schools that responded to the consultation were not in favour of the proposed method of distribution. An alternative proposal suggested by a number of Special Schools was to distribute all of the funding via an equal lump sum. The SFF voted unanimously in favour to distribute the former specific grants to Special schools via an equal lump sum. 

Transitional Arrangements 

Q17 Do you agree that protection from funding reductions should be offered for 17 months, and for from unallocated DSG and/ or by scaling back budget gains?
Yes = 74%, No = 24%, Don’t know = 4%.
Comments

The majority of responses from schools supported the principal of applying 17 months protection.  However, members of the SFF had differing views.  Some members felt that certain schools had received an unfair advantage in respect of the level of funding they had received in comparison with other similar type schools and should therefore not receive protection at all or the amount/period of time should be less than 17 months.  Whilst other members felt that the 17 months was not a sufficient period of time to make changes without serious detriment to the education of the pupils in the affected schools.  Members of the SFF were unable to come up with a collective agreement on transitional protection arrangements and requested that further work be done in this area. For information, the subject of transitional protection was discussed under Item 4.  Mr Carter’s (Leader of the Council) view was that 3 years would be a reasonable period of time for transitional protection arrangements.
Further modelling to be undertaken by the LA and then be shared with SFF members via email during early February.

Q18 Do you agree that schools already qualifying for budget protection in 2011-12 should receive additional protection if their proposed grant formula share is less than the current allocation?
Yes = 75%, No = 25%, Don’t know = 0%.

Comments 
The SFF agreed with the majority of Special school responses which supported the additional protection and voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.

Impact of the National Pupil Premium
Q1 Is the current balance of funding between “general to all schools” and “SEN/AEN/disadvantage factors “about right?
Yes = 48%, No = 38%, Don’t know = 14%

Q2 Should the Kent formula be adjusted to reflect the additional differentials introduced by the pupil premium?
Yes = 54%, No = 30%, Don’t know = 16%

Comments Q1 and Q2
Included in the Local Authorities Dedicated School Grant (DSG) allocation is a notional target for disadvantage, and Kent is currently delegating to its schools through its SEN and AEN factors over 90% of this target. The level of funding for AEN and SEN included in local formulas varies across the country from Local Authority to Local Authority..
The government’s new national pupil premium will be paid to pupils on roll in January 2011 that are eligible for FSM’s and will be paid in addition to the local formula.  It is estimated that schools in Kent will collectively receive around £ 10 million of additional funding which in effect will increase the overall amount of AEN/SEN funding distributed to schools. 
The responses to Q1 above suggest that schools feel that the current balance of funding between “general to all” and AEN/SEN s about right.

The responses from schools in Q2 above supports the adjustment of current levels of AEN/SEN to reflect the additional increase in deprivation funding through the national pupil premium.

The SFF voted 11 in favour, 8 against with 1 abstention, on the proposal to adjust local rates downwards to offset the increased differential caused by the introduction of the National pupil premium. The SFF therefore support this proposal.

Q19. Do you support the outline proposal for funding VSCN, Units and Lead Schools Funding?
Yes = 64%, No = 25%, Don’t know = 11%

Comments
The SFF agreed with the majority of schools who supported the proposal for future funding of VSCN, Units and Lead Schools.  Funding will be applied to all high needs SEN pupils at a standard rate per pupil equivalent to the entry level need type funding rates in Special schools. The SFF voted unanimously in favour of this proposal.

	Bob Smith/ Simon Pleace
Bob Smith/ Simon Pleace


	4.
	Minimum Funding Guarantee (MFG)

At the time when the Formula consultation was launched to schools on the 5 November 2010 the Schools’ Funding Forum (SFF) had powers to exempt elements of the formula from the MFG where it affected less than 50% of pupils in schools. It was the intention depending on the outcome of the consultation to use this power to exempt some elements from the MFG for example specific grants.

During December the DfE published new SFF guidance that removed this power from the SFF and replaced it with a process that involves an application to the Secretary of State before any new items can be excluded from the MFG. 

From 2011-12 the following grants SSG, SSGP , SDG and a number of Specific Standard Fund Grants will be mainstreamed into the DSG and a MFG of minus 1.5 % will be applied to all of these grants. 

The implication of applying the MFG to the mainstreaming of grants is it will not be possible to achieve the fairer distribution that the Forum has agreed earlier. 

In light of the changes to the powers of the SFF the Forum were asked if they would support an application to the Secretary of State to exempt certain elements proposed in the consultation to be exempt from the Formula. The SFF unanimously supported an application to the Secretary of State exempting some elements from the MFG. Removing historical MFG anomalies and the unfair distribution of SDG were their top priority, although they would have wished to dis-apply a number of other historical factors.

It was important to gain the views of the SFF as an application to the Secretary of State had to have the consent of members before being submitted.

Mr Carter (Leader of the Council) attended the meeting for this item in order to discuss the recommendations from the Formula Review Consultation and the implication of the MFG.  Now that the SFF supported an application to the Secretary of State it was important to ascertain the views of members. 

Mr Carter supported the earlier recommendations of the SFF in respect of Formula review, his underlying principal was that the Formula should be fairer and anomalies that had been built into the Formula over a period of time that caused similar type schools to receive varying level of funding should be addressed by a redistribution of funding. Mr Carter’s view was that 3 years would be a reasonable period of time where some level of funding protection could be applied. 

Members and the SFF agreed that a submission should be made to the Secretary of State to exempt a number of items from Kent’s local formula. As a minimum, the historical MFG anomalies, and the former SDG allocations should be included in the application. Applications to the Secretary of State need to be submitted in a certain format and an answer will be given within 1 week of submission. 

Kent will submit its application on the 2 February in order to receive a response by the 10 February. The decision made by the Secretary of State will determine the eventual distribution of the formula to schools in 2011-12.
The contents of the presentation given to the SFF can be accessed via the following link:  MFG presentation

	

	5.


	Mainstreaming Grants - Allocation to Schools
At the point in time when the Formula consultation was launched to schools on the 5 November there were still a number of funding stream that the LA were awaiting announcements for from the DfE.  Information on this was received late in December from the DfE.  
The SFF agreed the following distribution of these grants

Specialist Schools Funding to be distributed to schools in 2011-12 at the same value as 2010-11. This is a one year only agreement (which means that this funding will be centrally retained in schools unallocated), and the SFF will be considering a change to the distribution of this funding for 1 April 2012. 

The School Lunch Grant and the universal elements to the National Strategies funding (both primary and secondary) will continue to be paid to schools on the same basis as 2010-11. 

The remaining balance of the Diploma Grant will initially be retained but will be paid to schools during 2011-12 once qualifying pupils have been counted in September. 

5/12 allocations to cover April 2011 to August 2011 will be made to schools for 1-2-1 Tuition and the “Every Child” programmes. 

The remaining balance (which is estimated to be in the region of £14m) to initially be retained centrally in schools unallocated.  Delegated Formula Funding Group have been charged with considering how this funding should be allocated to schools in 2011-12 and have been asked to make recommendations to the Forum at its next meeting on 13 May. 

For further information on the grants included in the above, the contents of the presentation given to the SFF can be accessed via the following link:  Mainstreaming of Grants presentation

	

	6.

	Loans

A number of schools in Kent have taken out loans to help fund capital projects.  In many cases theses loans were taken out on the assumption that repayment could be made from future Devolved Formula Capital (DFC) funding. From 2011-12 the government has recently announced that DFC funding will be reduced by 80%.  The Forum expressed their concern for schools with loan repayment commitments. 

It was agreed that CFE Finance would review the financial position of each school with a loan, once budgets are issued in early March, and the new pupil premium has been calculated. 
	

	7.
	Capita SIMS and FMS Software Annual Maintenance Contract renewal
Alan Day and Sarah Bowman presented their paper to the SFF. Currently KCC centrally fund an annual SIMS and FMS software licence with Capital for schools in Kent. This licence provides schools in Kent with free upgrades and bug fixes to their FMS and SIMS software.

Under current competition legislation Kent are not permitted to award a contract to a company without going through the legally required tender process. Currently Capita have the contract to provide support to schools.  A tender process would involve a considerable amount of work, which in the current climate is not possible and would increase the overall cost of the contract as Capita would have to change the nature of its agreement with Kent.  

From April 2011 schools will have to enter into individual agreements with Capita or other service providers. The current funding of £600k held centrally to pay for the licences will be delegated to schools, and a letter from Alan Day will shortly be sent out to schools explaining the changes to the current arrangements.


	

	8.
	Schools Broadband 

Peter Banbury presented a paper to the SFF at its meeting on the 24 September. The SFF were unable to make a decision in respect of the proposal as there were a number of unknowns regarding future budgets for schools. The SFF agreed to review his proposals at a later date when more was known about the budget settlement and therefore Peter was invited back to the SFF on the 21 January to review the situation.

The SFF did not agree to top slice funding in order to centrally to pay for schools to have broadband, but instead agreed to delegate additional funding to schools from the headroom available to meet the equivalent cost of broadband provided by EIS.

It was agreed that funding will be distributed to schools by lump sum and an amount per pupil, and that charges would follow the same structure. 
Simon Pleace and Peter Banbury have been tasked with devising the final formula/ charging structure to ensure as far as possible that charges broadly reflect costs, but help ensure that small rural schools that might otherwise face prohibitive connection charges are supported. 

	Simon Pleace/ Peter Banbury

	9.
	Sub Group Feedback
No feedback from the sub groups.

	

	
	AOB

Balance Control Mechanism (BCM)
The government’s recent White paper to schools and DfE model finance scheme removes the requirements for LA’s to have a BCM.  The SFF took the view that the BCM had been great a success in Kent and had encouraged schools to spend their reserves on the pupils in school today.   They therefore agreed that the BCM should remain in place for the foreseeable future.
However, in recognition of the reductions to DFC next year, it was agreed that the deadline for schools to submit applications to retain revenue funding for capital purposes should be extended until the 18 February 2011.
SFF members were made aware that the next meeting scheduled for the 13 May could be brought forward due to the rapidly changing environment we are in.
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